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Stakeholder Comments

The stakeholder review period for the Wildcat Creek Watershed Restoration Action Strategy (WRAS)
ended February 18, 2000.  Well over 40 copies of the WRAS were distributed to stakeholders.  However,
only four individuals provided written comments on the WRAS.  The WRAS is intended to be a living
document; therefore, as new information or comments are available, they will be attached to the current
version of the WRAS.

The Wildcat Creek WRAS has been revised to incorporate stakeholder comments, where appropriate.
The following is a reproduction of the stakeholder comments:

General Comments

•  I have read the draft completely and it sounds like a very thorough plan.  I think the strategy seems
to cover all bases.  You have made it a "living" document, if we later find something that needs to be
addressed.  I think the Network Board is bringing together several of the groups that can have a
definite impact on improving water quality.  I particularly like the fact that you have incorporated
local citizen groups (ie.  Guardians and Wildcat Creek Foundation) as stakeholders.  I view groups
such as the Guardians as being purists in our views answering to no higher power, so to speak..  we
just want the Wildcat to be the best it can be.  Because these groups are included, you have brought
together the "on the creek" people and the "clout" people - a winning combination.  Overall, I think
the "information sharing " is a powerful tool.  I do think our overall task would be easier if we
included landowners in the watershed.  I realize we are talking about a lot of people, but perhaps we
could have meetings and invite the public (education tool).   These are the people who ultimately
either protect or pollute the stream.  Maybe this comes later in the plan.

•  The Guardians have Section Coordinators, water quality monitoring people and some landowners
who are in "direct" contact with the creek on a regular basis.  I think we could act as the eyes and
ears of the creek.  We can further educate these Guardians to look beyond the trash and look for
signs of other types of pollution during their monitoring.  We then could bring that information back
to the Network Board to figure our how to correct it.  Is this how you envision the Guardians
assisting in this endeavor?  If I am off-base on this, please let me know.

•  Individual homeowners who have direct sewage tiles into a stream or ditch.  Has this been
addressed by IDEM?   Is this considered to be a problem?  If there are a substantial number of these
cases on a particular waterway, it seems it could have an impact on water quality, especially if we
are talking about a small stream or ditch with minimum flow a good part of the year.

•  If we correct a violation (ie. STP, industries, etc.) and improve the water quality in the creek, how
are we assured that the violator does not violate again?  I do not know the procedures in place for
monitoring the creek.    Does IDEM have the manpower and funds available to monitor the violators
consistantly?  Are these violators responsible for monitoring themselves?  If so, does this work?

•  Are the IDEM people who are working on this Wildcat Creek Watershed Initiative dedicated
exclusively to this project or are they working on other projects as well?  I think that, if we take a
"watershed approach", that there should be dedicated IDEM staff to monitor that watershed with
that as their only responsibility.  Perhaps, I am living in a fairyland...perhaps funds and staff are not
available for this to be possible.  Just wondering.



•  I realize that I have a lot to learn and some of my questions and comments may be common
knowledge for most of the people concerned.  However, I do find all of this to be very interesting
and I'm attempting to be a "sponge" for information.

•  I think  all of the IDEM , SWCD, IDNR people I have met seem to be very dedicated in their tasks.  I
very much appreciate this not only as a Guardian but as a citizen.

•  Other points of concern – despite repeated requests for information, I still remain outside the “loop”.
The Tissue and Sediment studies from 12 years ago were appreciated, however roundabout the
source.  I would really appreciate seeing the Macroinvertebrate survey information, including
sampling protocol.

Specific Comments

Part I:

•  Executive Summary,Water Quality Goal, page ii - Would you reference the WRAS section with the
actual goals?

•  Table 2-1, Wildcat Creek Population Projections 1990-2020, page 2-5 -The Howard County Percent
Change is incorrect.  It should be +.5.

•  Table 3-2, NPDES Permitted Facilities - ID IN0037974 ( on page 3-10) This facility was purchased by
Martin Marietta.

•  Section 3.3.1 Agriculture - Please add a map of regulated confinement feeding facilities.  Everything
else is mapped.  They are important sources of pollution.

•  Page ii:  South Fork of the Wildcat for Cyanide

•  ii  -   South Fork of the Wildcat for Cyanide violations – not supported by chemical analysis.  Why not
address the Heavilon  Ditch, swamp Creek, Campbell’s Run, and Kilmore Creek violations(D.O., NH3,
E.coli, etc.) ?

•  ii  -   Prairie Creek Ditch – Can’t find the data to support this.

•  Carroll County took the lead?

•  2-11- Item 2.4 Areas of special concern – the former ING – RICH  and AUGSTUS HOOK sites are
(were) present within the Wildcat Creek watershed (Blynn Ditch). Both were ( are )  superfund sites.

•  3-6 -  Defining  point sources – tabbing septage as a point source.

•  3-11 – Nonpoint Sources – tabbing septage as a non-point sources.

•  See attached information sheets from I. S.D. H., ; historical  review of Applicable State and Federal
Laws.

•  Who is supposed to be enforcing Rule 5 compliance anyway?

•  4-4 – Old Data! Cyanide levels don’t support item #1 (page II).



•  4-6- Fish Consumption Advisories- 1999 Advisory was available for use.  Additionally, the data that I
finally received on 2/1/00, is old (Contaminant Monitoring  Analytical Results of Fish Tissue and
Surficial Aquatic Sediments From Sites In The Wildcat Creek Watershed – samples dated 1987 –
1994 ).  Technological advances and subsequent sampling should be able to provide a better
picture.  What standards are being used for this?  What standards are being used for the sediment
samples? Not trying to be anymore cute than necessary, just what kind of bird is illustrated  flying
across the cover of this document?

•  4-8 – Item 4.5 – I have yet to see any Benthic Aquatic Macroinvertebrate Community Assessments.
Fish and Sediment testing as per above (page 4-6).

•  5-18 -  How large of a watershed? The wildcat creek drainage, by my calculations, is 514560 acres.
Is this something that is to be used at smaller subunits? (ex : Heavilon Ditch, Spring Creek, Swamp
Creek, etc.)

•  R-1 – Stylistics within the references – consistency.

•  Figure 2-2 14 Digit Hydrologic Unit Code Watersheds Within the Wildcat Creek Watershed- C. Hillis
Watershed is labeled as the Talbert Ditch. Other watersheds are not identified.  Might want to
include the County Lines in this figure too.

•  C-3 Typo – Third line – Aquatic LIRE ? ,  need spaces between monitored, items ( c ) and ( d )

•  C-8 – Fourth line – Middle Fork Wildcat – the nearest town should be either Burlington or possibly
Forest.  Additionally, note the typo – RecreCational.

•  D- 1 – The new Mayor of Frankfort is The Honorable Roy Scott

Part II

•  Recommended Management Strategies -  The strategies need summarization. They are too wordy.
They contain too much background material.  Leave them as explanatory material, and replace them
with one sentence summaries.  Think about what you will use on your presentation overheads.  For
example:

Recommended Management Strategies

1 - Obtain targeting and priorities of watershed stake holders for allocation of water
quality improvement resources.

2 - Develop Total Maximum Daily loads for watershed and allocate to sources.

•  7 -  As noted before, provided data does not support cyanide violations or the dissolved oxygen
violations.

•  9 -  Item 4.3 – Midght consider the I.S.D.H. definition of a failed septic system.  Addionally, review
the historical perspective provided in PART I.

•  11 -  Item 4.7 – Point Vs. Non- point.
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Indiana State Department of Health
Residential On-Site Sewage Disposal:

A historical Perspective
(submitted by Dan Bloodgood, Clinton County)

1899
33 USC 407
Rivers and Harbours Act
Referred to as "the Refuse Act of 1899"
This was not intended as a "pollution" statute, it was intended to protect and improve the quality of the
navigable waterways.  It was used by the Federal Government to control water pollution.

1930's - 1978
Bulletin S.E. 8
Developed by Purdue University and the ISBH to guide development in the post-war rural and urban
sprawl.  The new building outside the reaches of municipal sewers utilized in-door plumbing.  The new
technology and regulations could not keep up with demand; consequently, several iterations were
produced.

1943
IC 13-1-3
Stream Pollution Control Law
A State regulation which prohibits discharge into the waters of the State without a permit.

1949
IC 16-20-1-19
Powers and Duties
Local health officers shall enforce the "laws" of their own and superior boards of health.

1949
IC 16-20-1-23
Inspection of private property
The health officer (designee) can enter onto property, at proper times after due notice, to protect public
health.

1949
IC 16-20-1-25
Order to abate unlawful conditions
A person shall not maintain an unhealthy condition, if they do, the health officer shall order abatement.

1977/1978
HSE 25/HSE 25R
Residential On-Site Wastewater Disposal



Needed because:  counties were adopting different copies of SE 8; SE 8 did not have the force of law; and
lack of consistency needed between counties.  Provisions:  allowed newer types of technology and soil
evaluation (permeability) instead of perc tests (percolation).

1978
Rule 410 IAC 6-8
Residential On-Site Sewage Disposal Systems
Recodified HSE 25R

1980
IC 36-1-3
Home Rule
State generates broad statutes; Counties regulates local affairs/situations.

1990
Rule 410 IAC 6-8.1
Residential On-Site Sewage Disposal Systems
New provisions:  site evaluation; more specific with technical information; and addressed drainage.

1996
Rule 327 IAC 5-1-1.5
Water Pollution Control Board
IDEM enforces, this replaces a policy.  A residential dwelling cannot discharge (treated or untreated) waste
to the waters of the State.

1999
Rule 410 IAC 6-8.2
Residential On-Site Sewage Disposal
New provisions:  commercial and residential combined; corrects vague issues and provides clarification.
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